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1 SE. f &) in ftrft T ■• 


1 . '% Itlcf PiHR^rtJin «fil tJIclH fctjiJl Htll ^ ; 

('^) Plf^t 'SnfV'til'fl % 5*1^ NlfilsulO 4)pl 9i|ii'|l) ll 4)ii)y ^ BiNifl tl '4i'4 % ^I'l 

■^' ftTW 9-6-99 ^ intf^ ^ ■qrfS^' ^ ■511^ srar^pi ^ nruia it 40 fii4 

% Nt?R 3pT^ firartf -^r ai^na ^ aigtlN «n i 


(I3r) ?fl(1 ifd'iljl 'Jfit 4l<fN^ f4«ti4T 'Sjft wRl ^^"1 3ftT 3-^ ''T^'^Rt PKl/y if 40 f(!(4 % *11711 -Jli^ 

qftRiRT ^ ^ ff, ni^ ^ ^ eri i 

eit pRllfTShl' Hen 31^ fpTTTO RSlf ^ "3^ ■#*? '91: 3T9% 'firsfR 'SRJir ^fTT^ 11<?1TF '^t 'Tf I 

(■6?) 'Snfwit ■f^ITTO 9^' 28-7-99 91^34) 1?9 ^ 319^ fr^IK '91^ 911^ 'spT 3PTO1 IW '4TI ^ 

3T9% wtj/i 9i1% 9l^ H't)' 9^' ^ ^99^ Rhil '91^ f*('9K fdrisicl 199 '9 t 14 319919 f979T 991 911 

hiIc'hI 3TJll9 fVi4l '991 9T RpRltlNt '9iflt '519 "IVi '99 '9)t Mtn9i wl^i 9)1 3it139 '91 31491 yRiffir'li, 9f5 '^i'T^ 

fr, 91119 -sfit I 9ifti9ir95iri it9t %rit 9^^ tj^lfexT^n % NfirlMV -5991^ ^ im ^ 1 
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-; ■ ■ C'S').’ fet "Tii;' urf-tI' w '?r^ % 9 TtTitN sr^rf 'nrwl ■'Fiiw 

H'*Tt Raif ^ I 

(^) TI tJET UkIR^ 'lt'l*!t HR'*1I^ ’■-flM'^ll % ®ll<5 ’^' 4^1 fWi^l *Tr, 

■'5^ ■3BTR '1^' I 

-mftiiFritiiil TtRn 3 t^ fKrm: Maif 'SRi ■33n5; ■ 5 ^’ ■grtfw^iira-3^|T/3l*W Ti" ct* ■PwR 

feRt BW |, 1 

j^55j ■‘? 6 : ^:'WROTt, TR RPRITRT RJ 1 BR’ TTRTTm STHT^RR^ RSR/^RR RiT BfWTFit TT’^ W ft'HR’JJ RTf&4j 

fSCTf TT?n HT'"^ -lift- -fir fr-.^jP n oI tn; - 5 ^ RrrR-4flHlHl' MRR?I, fRRTT f^FRT RRl 11 

<-K^h -wn *'* + ** R lP qiOTffi SRT REFflR SfTRR RT RFJR Rit vi ^^JRRT RRRT ^ 3^1^ 

fprcfi RtR^'Vt RiRr ft 


(TJT) f^fT4R7«ftH^3RJR 

Tf^RtmfiffRro#T’37RTRHB^If7RRRTFfH?H^RRTFR-'?HIRFlRTfR#Rf I RTRE^nfl^ 

f pjiyA’ 3T7;.^ fR^Wrmt f, rrirPhr; 1rP?fr?tt, Tfl^ -srhE ■ftpR?n, 

RTR^, ^2tfWT?, •#T 1?^?f^ftR % RRPR ft ^ RRW TWTRflRr, Rlftwl, fR^d'lR 

7TRT ■ath'ff "^f Rf RRTi: %Ri Rn?n f I 

ft ■?! RR RnfRRH Ti;^ IJET3904.61 % RER Tfrm^p^ fftRi aifWfRR, 1975 ^ 31W1TR 39 

% aiirflT l^iRT RRT f 1 RrIrRH *R%r?lTW^ f "'41WR ^ RITR % ^ f RRRRil^y Rift f 1 

(R) wR'^^gqt 

■aK. 3nqid«fif ^ ^ ■nTT,ci^ 

1. ’ TlffRICTRRT Rft RRH RRW f'fRHRiT RfeRI RRlfiRst ff RRI RTFRi 

STTRTRRniT'Sft Rft sPlfuft RRf RR ?ld?Siti clnl f I ■isiil'i ^i(I RP RRTO 'feRI RRt f RTTR Rft RIT 7ft R^t 

'J iT Rf n f ■^RR RRft % R5t RFR RTIHI TtRlIf R i fiMiBWnt TR R1?^RC STftlRi »RR Rff f RTRII RlfRthlRflt 

RlIRIRif i%^RRI'^RF^3TTRTff %7RR34^;f^Rf^W;ri%R1IRn3TRT^l^f'-^1^lf?TRlftRRMri 
Rft'RTITROT^RRI^ RTI ^RRR ^'5^ R'^trRRlRRftiRIRI 

2. ^Mt-WI TljtM%^57RFif R^RR >Rit<WI3lf R)t^%-^Sin^-lTR, ^.3Rt,Rt.3f.1^, RRft7% aifr*HT?f ¥TRRRTR^ 

3ER RlR)l<t/3i;[i-ROTlft/fi:-FRRI(ft ?RiT^4i f, R^Rf fftt Rfftt I, f Ri fa ' ftRI t, 3lfRRTO RRTftR RTRlff % 

Rit srPlRi dl'in RRT *j"Wx1l Rlt 3ftt RiR IRFT % RiRRI dlRit RltRf SRRft^tR f R^ fWt f I 

3. Rff fRW X!R? R^RRtR Rit'Sirff Rit ijt '<?Rf Rft RRI RNt ^RTTRft ft f?T f' ft ft TpR f % Rft T^pg 3ft'it fRfftRtRT 
RTRTR ft Rirfft 1 fRf ariftf^fR?^, RFRRIRTRf RlftTORRrf^-Rt^fflRRRRtftRTFf RRRTnRRTRffRTftRRfttRRTRR 
Rit f, "ft If) ’SIRtR ■f HI it Rt^R Rft RTI 


TSf. RirTTtf ?T «*> Rf ^1 R 7fe : 

1 .'■ ft.ft.T^.i RH 3VRf(t'-t RRT tR^-tR=t ftf! Ri IrrIT ^RIRl f RRlfR ft'dtlTR^ % fR^-fR=T fft % ’ScqTRR % %R 
R%RTi Tfffliui afr iilftf'IRiT tft RRIRIJR 3RR Rff f fWlRH tqfft R tui fmRt f RR; ftRt RRTRlftRI RIriRT 1RRTT RTRT f I aBR: 
RtRJ RRtR RRT RRf '5RI fffRfftR ft. ft, T3R5. f arqft aHiqjfRR) ftftlRi RRT RRftRft iR^fll^it' f RR1RRH f I 

^ ^iRtfl^ fir. ■^, TITR. i Rit ■jRRTn % Rft f fRf Rf i^f t fRl^^ ^ Trfr f;gjfRTR f RfffRi RRR RRT 
%RTT%Rtaj^t¥RRfRT'ffE5^ STfRTRff-ft WpARI^f-efl-JHRlf TE^fRiRNRiR’it ^RltRR7RRlt if f I 15:^17931^^^ 


737tf .Rf- ft WE-f R>t RWT Rit RflR R fRRt 

RfRRtt^i 

fRRIRf, ft^ftR^'f; 


•r,—-T ^rv _f*> 1 ^•'' ' 

1996-97 

1997-98 

1998-99 


ftoRR 

ftoHR 

fto-3R 

DhfflW 

28 

15 

t,3 

RtRPf 

22 

38 

38 

'Jd fRRft 

50 

53 

51 

={iM RTR 

75 

85 

85 
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3. ftrn^, 97^"^^; 98‘^aT^T^T^hrT^tmrtt>f'*K)'i5'^oz^'' 

]?TT ■jwtt;!' % 7WPT ^ -3Tm^TO?n i ^ Tnftrft f ; -stko ^o ■spwftTR, -TTftpTfsfK 

9 ^1 m 11:^ TT?^%^?7T, ■'MtJ;^ 5itofPI, ^af^TPfW, (^no) %o, Tj^ 

4. ^ 1990 •^‘ '4l4^u, ' +i $ ^ ^I’l 400 tfto eft 1999 'HMTt ,8UJiJ,'¥i$ SQO T4 ^o ^ t.| Tt^TT ■HTOI 

%■ virvn;- i % f^, % ■^’^ft%?r=T "g;^ sro "Tti 3T7?Tf»-w irqmf % ^Rvn vm ■^arr 11 3HI4T44 i')‘ 

H ^'^^TTr •^m 7?r*^ ^3 Wtt f 1 -aT^r; Tt®‘^°’ ■^' f^’t' i (^r^- 

^ I 

5. Tfro^toTHKo-^o % TTHt uir^i, ^ ^^nrrf Tpf ^ Nf-inl^i ^ T?r ■?, "iri^ ■sfrf ^ 

iJ-r([JcpilJr^ ^IHij) opT ^f^'4l'l Jf ’?, Ri>fc 'Ft?IT “t^lfrltil 3in<l'^'-l' SfTT'jftWf '<1 ^im4T ’^' '*4^ 

j^lspFI ^ I W3TT^ ^ ^ f i 

(IT) yTftrarrftTjjtftwf^ 

1. ^tT4Tf^'5rTtf'T^'5rra''Tft’^%'^ 7’^''5TrrT^'n7Tlt, ■’TtetTT^^^SWTTTTnf^Tfei^’fM^ 
iJ, ' p 4 ^ f'TR-f'T^ % -irTRJi 'S^th'VI i>f^^Jfl^f‘i4>l % Hprq'^^jf STTR ''TT^t ^^fil f f'JiVH'til 

■tpr it' Tn?r -pT TT^rraiH^ ufVi'TT ^ f I 4 l 4 hj,'+i^ % f»T^-f»T^ fTS' WT % fw TT^R ^ 

r ^ 'iTf’-4'<7;T7RT: Ftwt I #sr 3 T*-t(h ^ f=rf¥*fn hIcTIij'+i^ ■tT>!TT T^J 74^-m ^ p5(Pir4fl 

'■fl^irj;-b? sm) TT‘'-TT FT^-flsTn f^?WTT3ff V V;^ TRT^ f I 

^ !jH l p4ff ■JPT4 % f^, ■Rt^ iraW SKI 4 'cR|Rr 1 KiidViT^^ "jT 'PT^rtfTO ' % "tf KHH t, 

TKTTRRTt Mv r feR i WktW 3r%RT, ^ tt'-tt 'jmtn ttsti ^frTT TTTf^ RT -RRr t'i fTT5 arTRrl^'TTeTT 

^#S7^PT^ 1?TI % 3TTR R7 W 11 7^1%^ ■gel 

-J’TOWTr^TTqn.f WRfWwiKTT!fp-^ .'?TWi3Tk'7)WWT'RTfW?T>Tl)^,f^^ 

TT, TTfST <^§<1 3TftT^ xfn'-'-l^if ^ I 

^ ^ R7 ^ ^ t ■R sttt ^TRTfsn 'rT-iuv-F^ BTr^nfer’mrot ^ 

[q^^'~ |_ ^f.i|^ fe|!)|qfl'|'rT ^ 3^x 'Rff^nf^ TT'’-TT '3RT*FI ^KkVi '5TST3* Rt SHl’HlfflA HltTiil ^^ T-RIH ''TT 'CT 'RTOT 

1 1 ^Tciw ISRT ■^TKTTRT '-TklU.'K^ ^ 2CR) % 3T«i "R ?RTSTPHirdfl icHTC '®PT "RRH ^ ‘IHl'T^f 1 

Tnfwr) ITRT^' -anf w atm aft^ ^ ■gpe ^ 11 

( TT ) y'^c^dsil^i; 

3 tttt a<^( t R) l 4 ? fee. trtTRTS T[RT 'SRR art '*TRTt ^ Brvig ^ TT^TTiTa 1 1 

?(p4T 34<'+i MaiHK 4) MlRonwTtf % Tr^m~'3^TI^^ ^ 'j,!'^ ait ^ I BRT; ail^TaiTaTTtt atM "B^lK % BtK: Pi'-ihI 

BTaTTR atapr arfsTOT apt 9Pi^ arm ait 'aafw fmftr '4'1 1 


T TTT^a 

ar. fa^ritrarf/anajirrafr' ^ 

1. TTm aanrar % ^mitpa an jt^sarT: famr.aiarT.t f^wa’, wjd-idat-^ijjpafr TJo-.-afti f^o fam arp) ^ 

■:):f^f.:f fspsfj TpTt % I afs qif-aaiia/fit ■'p-iiMK a aa TTmr aiF-Tt ^ at araara so airoa Ttar-anari'ara,.an-i,%.fea ai-si 45^4 aim 
ait rSTTKTTT't' I 

2. atm 3Tafa 97 m ^ 1998 aar (.-is aat^)■.att'^’-ttt-aa h,^ aar tai^am aptwat a ■mTaar,'aaM7a ?a7iT a i 

smaafr.'isTPR ait arm? a’ aaa'4’ aRiaa-io yftpia aa aaafan ^aa ^ ( 39.42 43.50 a® ‘aar) Bta ^arara :?];aar 35 afew-^ 

a^mass.s aftmaat aar t faa4' rma ^ ^ anfapraaf % 1 qif-rictiistifll ait aM-^t ma tarn % -Bfka^.-srFt afermm 

ima^pjaaa aat 1 1 

3 . aTfaaTTarat "4 6 arR^at^sraa-afafaiaF. attar^.'aRitat'ztTaa'^ aaa^T^mrait op-aMi atvija) f^ai f 

ata ait ara aaffr litat't' 1 ataar ait a% aaa arit aararaai % 3Tatf( ^qf a atar arta aa bii'Th fam arar arpt %ara 
^aa ait [Ha Fi JHi atff ait 1 4^4 afar aa^" aaftf^m^ (ato) ttao % aa ait aar ataiMa rVih ait a^ f' tarrm ■as' aiaT a^ 
pa T«f)iaat aft aiti!!! Tfo-aFf ^stt t -1 
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l^XTR 185 %in. 1.84^135-1 3ET<[afft ^5I?R ^ W^»ET 15 8.97 SEeI^ 15T55 i^TTt 11 

iiTr ^5iT%i: ^ t % in^' ai^ %TOf % 'Sf^ '^' an^ 5i tjtt; ^ ^ -q^;^ 9 apirtiT?! 

■sTruyf^sTn. % I 'Hif^'4ii=nTiI ■51111^ Ti 'y,?ti®i % ■M irf^ m '^0 fem. '^fns' EEn '»nfli % lil Tt an^ 4'k^ 

15 I^'IIhIiIi W 'Mi'JIK ■^' ■t?ii' win 88^ ^ '^T!R -MIrA 'fe 3TPTRT i{i,c^ ^^-il % 3TRK1 ^ 

arfsw% 3^5 iiroi '^' '1^'^ti rti'in arRt^1 

5. 15TPiRnn^ii:^5 t?ttre1353?R^r d>qi sfni.Mft?H, istnbWhT hilatr 
^'■^■E^i!rfT57iwriimiT^r4=?l’^ 5TfV^fiR[ ^ air^ 3 3pp5, 1999 

w-l<1n I fqPlHlnl Mm % : — 

613020 1 

f¥?iqE5hmi siliilET T1 7 

6 . 34^^ftTj^T?- 5 #^-j5S4Ta^^ aiKik 135 :4 i\ 

115 ^ 3f%t ^ f I 1%?fft -s^ 7.80 355^ ^SRWten. ^ 311^ 1351 11 'HTO1 ■^‘ ^ isp^ ^Pm 

800 ift.'811 ■®ffl t 135135113?^ EFTiPT 400 3N|!;H liBRn % 1 34FTO StR^RR 100 5t. "STI qflNi ^nmT t afrl 

1R1 aRT ^ -531^ RRIT ^3Tm ^1 

7. qpi-5n 'JlsiRti RTTHU 

aiRlip-^, 800 arfWJffl'iRRn ■qit R BPRI 100 135 TTPTT arqui-i 

r, ^ TR^ ^JITPT 1 

8. 5RR''iTfi;i353R3if^4?pfMWTn't af[TinRl<f)Td%’!Wl35> fNr^FffIT%'FR1^5)t'5TN5Rl5T't lit iRlt r'l-nlfll 
RanlTi R''!'•( ■^PT <s(Rn Hfl pRil I 

(13) *iir^«tii<*i'iif % 

1. f^r-TPifl l % 'aMI?-! WIPT afri 55 5T35'®Ff[ up nft P)Fll1 Pfi^r 355 5^'0^5 RrT’ 311^ ifl 

•qt - q i RHi 5^ 3^[i; R ^ t TI^RT R' 2990 5o 31% iR. -CT 53^ WpRql TI% ‘RT^ STElht 11 

2. 5%^’3RT15T WRT (af«lt5T35l4 ^IRHER^EtRs) 725 ^o/RbtT. ■! afkPTfelT <HlR‘i1 5^5 stilMn 735 5° %ilIT. 

R 487 50 RriT, l55RTn^E^5R3f[53tP^5%m5lffR'^IP^iTt5TfTHt i3p!rt%725 5° RR3T. 5T%I5P3r% 

5!T ’srtcr npet 5 f^ 1 

t %R R ^ ipR getiETH ■5311 f 7F^Wf1%5 R 3151515 511 5# T13T 551 % I 

4. MT5ft5 3ITU%f 'Sfit 6 SIH-cNil 'STUTlfW. 5l[ 51:5Pft HIMlft ^ 5151 ^ 5%%’ %% 51% % Rtc.'TP h?! % I 

rfS^iT 55 t Rfr MTOT %■ 551 % %% imm aiEim 31R 3(%%B%5 31E[%5R%3iI ■%\ 315P1-345P1 WPI % % 5R 51 %151 551 ^ Hit f% 
511531157% % 31 [35 W% Rip 135151^51115% I 

5. UeNt %t ^ 5R1 %[ 151% 51% ■^715151 9 315X1% i511?1X/f%.3n. % X15%11 %i 3%X1t%5 5Tt511 %5ffxi1 511 

55F15% % 55i% ^ I 1%’[ R 51%r5i15i% % IfrfWIXT % 3T5%I % % 1551 % 5TX5 5it 515% ^T 5ll ^!;i«ti^l 5?1 % 51 6 315%% 
5R1i/1%o5To % %51X 6.75 315Xt% iSIXIX/f^olTIo % %5% I 5R%5 3r5X51%3i[ ^ ^1% [5%5%13if % 31151 515 % 5lf55i15i% 
■i 5X115 5R % 11 

6. ■‘- 1l f55i l 5 R l % aif%r?5 % 5553. X13% % Rll?; 55% rIx 51^ f5%5%1 % 5f55 xt 515 3T5X1X 35315 57% % f%3 
5 i r-55i l57 5l 315%5 51X51 % f% Xr%5 f%1 % 5155%% ■^];?51 5% 551571 34 ^o/RpoTTIo 51X% 5lf5T5 1%lf5 %51 571 5115 I 

(5) XnfM'+ii'ft %j f%^TX: — 

1.%X1lt%3r[Xf%5lf% 5 1 % %%X111 %55T51551%, 5F3%555 1555 i%5i5Tm%%%%1353t’%W%5%%% 51155 
% f%XlI5 % 5%^ XSnXT 3i5X5% RRRII% 3%X%T%'%5T%%'^|57 y,<3ll51 3%X ^<a% %f%13 3%fsi5 "37% l?Ilf551 %% 
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■jTftr^nrt ^ ■3iraf % 1%Tj,-Tr>ff Tfiff (^ T#f(T) ■Jfit tfjj ^ 1 1 

2 . 'il4'ft ^ TTW^^t, f;TXr 'JlH ’^ffrO ^^r=t)Vl tff 3T%FfT i^fti yfjlf- (.'-*1 ■pSTHW f^fFTT 'F^ % I TFriFFt stfnt'^tF 

■^TtTrm ^ yniN^ ff? 1 1 


3 , FF FFT t % ^ ■4‘ ijFqea g^q^ir 3TFFF83 ^ fft STO-Fm ^f4 i f F3t% smt ■#? 

FfT I ^iC^l'Rti FF "^^FT FTJFT ^ f^Pinf^ii^ft ^ ^ I FTTF 3*1^ ^tFTFF 

%n f affr Fim % FF -^f ^ Fi^ 1%F ^ wrftiFJid fw ftFFF Fif^' ^ fW^f ^'f ^ F?t Ff i 

FFK% STJS^ 6,T0.2 F' FJFT FFT t f^ "FF FTF^ff ^i ftfT !ITf%J'+ld ami WF ^frfFF FiT ^ t-FF7 ^ fFF Ft ^ If’ 

ftFF F fFFt FF tmiFFi' 31FFT FFTlFFi'% fcTF 3F?TF-'3Tm FTHF HIWf FiT fFFfTF Fjt "afTF Ft! FFIfT^ % "J^FF FfFK ferr 
FfjF FF -^JFFT % FFF Ft 3tTOFF7 tJFFT Ft^F FFFT11" ■^^F#F WT FTFt FlfFFF ■^‘ t^F ■^’ W F H i n r/ Pl '^ irl'iti % FF 
■4' Fmt t#m ■'KfT^ tFIFi’ Fi’FfI FF FTF fttFT FFT FT I FFPtF ^ % TJFTFTF FTt F^F f^FFT FFT FT 1% FF "JF fFFfFtFTFTFFT 
3ttt FTtF F^ F^FF FFTF FTT fFFttT FTtl ^ fIf F^ FT^ FF % 3FF fFFfWt/OTFTFFTf F FF TstHt f 1 ^tfTTF % FTF FFF 
FifFFFd FRT F^fFF FFFTFtft iFF^ftF TIFF ’^f ^ tJFFT Ft^ FF^ ^ Frt FTfW F -sfwFftgF fFf-FTt d T fm 

ftiFl -aFF r^PinfiJll 'FTF F)tl FFTft atftrtJFFTFTT fFFfftTT FF FTt^ Ftlt F fFHl Ft FTfFFTlft fI ^h-TI WF'^Ftf ^t3[FFt 

tW#=T FFT FtftF FF% ^'%3; FTtF '^TT 'TO FTfFFFtt' FF Ft 3TfFFF "eFFtT FFtt f FTtfFFT fFmrf ^ FF^Ft FTFTtf% ’^Ftf 
TI ^D^ F ^^cTtlvrrd % ■grtf trsk FtgF ^ FFtPt, F^FFFtt ■Pt^TR FTFT "P; ^ aftt FmtcFt % FtrFrftFr FFTFt % FF ■^‘ 
FFf t I FF^F FF #Ff % 'atfFF "FtF F^tFTT^ Ftff't I 


4. PfvtT^ STF pTprfFF aftt T^tttt FFFhjF F^Ft%?IFFr FTt FT^Pf fFTlt FT^ TrF-4 11 Ud Ftf 3tttTF tfratl^FFT fIfF S FHtl=hl 
FTFt/pRJT. FPft F^ 11 ( ^FiPtt ^^Ftt gtrlt^F 5^tlvtF^ SIF FtfF Pp FT^ mTFtf FF fPt^' P tm f I FF FTPTFTTtt FftT FF 
pTFfftF Ftf F' Ffr atTFTfFF FTTFF tl FFT t Fp FlFlFtFr^gF % 3TTFv^' ^ PTFfftF tftFT^TTF3 fFFfF fPfF F Ft FTF t i 

iFfm; 3TrFiFF?r 'grtr Ifft fft ff fF 1% PpttFt fI FftFF fFtF) t, tr^ 11 


5, 3TTFtFfF5tFtFt%FFF'FTtfwPmFf%^-T6F'FFFtFFte fIF^ ft Ft PF1995-96, 1996-97 3Ttt T997-9S 
(F|F, 1998 FFT) ^^ttlF Ft^tpr^ FF gitt 37TFTF 3,34,920 PTOTo, 344,184 t%o FT, Fit 4,75,528 f^FTo FF ^aTT FT I p? ttFiTt 
FFgf^F^ 1995-96 Fit pTFTF 1996-97 P'2,76%Fp 1996-97 Fit gmiP’Ftf 1997-98 C^F, 1998 FFT) 38% Fp s-P I FF gfij 

1995- 96 f 1 piFT P M 1997-98 P 41.9% Fit Ft I P FFFt FTTF SIFTf % l^ttlF STIFTlP P STFFfFFT gfe ^ I 

fPi 995-96, 1996-97 3itt 1997-98 (Fp, T998 FFT) %<ttFFFFTp PfFJ.Fn ^FFTFf fI FTFI 24,130 PfFFo, 7000 PfFTT. 
aPt 40,665 PfTFIo Ptl aTPTRffFTtFTFlPFp 1995-96 FftpTFTp 1997-98 P 68% PVtFl 1996-97 FTt piFTp fP 1997-98 P 
480%FFgp; fP11 'PPftffP 1995-96 %atiFiFf fP gmiP fP 1996-97 P atiFiPrP Pitman^t'l 

■aPF PPf P aiTFIFf Fit FTFT Fp 1995-96, 1996-97 aftt 1997-98 (Tjp, 1998 tift) % pftH FTFFT: 3,10,790 PlTFTo, 
3,37,184 Pmo Ptt 4,34,863 PfTFTo Ft I gict atlFlP P FF ftttlT Fp 1995-96, 1996-97 apt 1997-98 P FTF?T: 7 76%, 
2.07%, apt 9.35% FT I 5«r6m, 3TTFlFf P FTpt fFtP P gfe FtPt t^ I 

6 . FFPsiTFFfPPfTFp 1995-96, 1996-97 3pt 1997-98 P Pt^FFp Fp FTF FTF?T; 746 Pt° FF, 705 Pto FF apt 797 
Pto FFFP Pt I ^mP ariFlFt FF fPmFp 1995-96, 1996-97 aPt 1997-98 PftF 7144.7%, 48% apt 59.5% FT I fPPffW 
FTTffmiFp 1995-96, 1996-97 apt 1997-98 P s^FTl 55.2% 51.2% apt 40% FT I VI FFTR gr^ FTF P arFlRp FF tmtl FFFT 
TV P FTFfpT FTtlPF FptF pT tvPt P fPtTFF an tPt P I ■FlfpFFFTtrf ^ fP F^ fPsfP fP FTFl 1995-96 P 412 Pt. FF P FFFTt 

1996- 97 P 361 Pt. FF apt Flfrf stFfF % pttlF (atpFT, 97 P gp, 98 FFT) FF FF'F-t 321.88 Pto FF FFT Pt FPt Ft I 


7. PtmfpT VtfFFT fP'FTpf % Ptl 12 P inpo fpiFI FFT P, TIPFFTtP FF FTp P fP) VF % fFFfFFT P pTFtftF FFF P 
UFFlFFp FF FFt Fpt fpFT aPt FtTp Pi'tIf gFF, Pl'dlfl fPfF aPt FTFF FTPPf % Fp P tJFFT FFTF FFl Fp P I fFFtftF hh'T-PIhi 
pTFIFFpFFFpFpfPn^FlTFFpgTFlFTFFF-ggpFFTgf aPtVFp FIHP1 ^IFF pTFp P ■'nfpFilFTdf % fpFpf FF ^mFItPtF aPt 
FFIF FFTFTp I FtfFFTpt P FF FTFl P fpTFFpP 3t?FTF^ FF FfFIF pFTt 3TFp FfP FF gtSFT FFlP FF FFTF Fpt fPlFT P I ■Mp^h d-p'n 
VTTJlTFp FFlPrPP aTFpt aiTH-riWI Fp P FFtHlf FpFFFp PmpTF) Fp aTHFFt'P FPlP P apt Vlriwt F-IIfh ‘'^mi Ft FipFl^ 
fPP I 


a. FifFFFFitif P anFTsf % tPiFF apt atnpFF p7 F#!)’ apt anF PntPypF fPPmlcfian Pt ftf fiffPi % atiFit Ft 
WFF pT aiTFifPltT til'lfl FF FTFT fpTFT P I FEpF fpFtflFTP FF FTFP FF apFTpf FF fPpF fpTFT P fpT P apFTp FTFIF aigFPT F 
n fPP ^fPP 3TfP FIFPF ^FF Pt fP P fP^ FT^ FF! 1fFT P I FF FftftFfPFf P FlfFFFp FF1F3F tlFFT pT aFFlt Ft atTFTfpF TVIF 
fPlPtF FTtP pT Rut fpF?! P I 



6 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA ; EXTRAORDINARY 


[P\Ri I-^Sec. I| 


■5RI TrarftKT % simK ■'R fsfRtT ’•m % I 'sntfN^ ■^’ tit ■'iTeR H1W1 turfr ■*j]?r 3?fT ■pTifn rS E tct t smfEr 

t tut fit-ShTff -4' 3?^ ItRT tit i I TR RT^ ^ yi Th^ ^ ^ 11 

Ji iR Ri Tt^er 

(i) % W 1998 ■’^ RiWH^'sWFETTF’^f^ «n nTihi^h^ rft 500Rfl rti >jRmT 

Vra 1.50 ■^. Ti I % RTOt % afl^TlEl TintJFI Rifl Em 1 1 ■^ •*! Tira 

3T7^ -ifE’iiq tI m Em^ #t 'Tif % ■<?hrT Ef ■?nfE frw'A%RTeR iT^mi5.Fi % Etwiket t RErpi srr i 

(ii) ■'E^hEF^ % 3imff E' I'TEEiEFE^^R^iEift'^ 58R%Rwi:%^^'ii^rmTFT% sttErihtI' 

■smERi ^f^TT rE Ttn ttri rtEri t % fwi ri^ 1%rt tti % i rErtS RitRitl rE e^itti "etefen ^ snE 

\f^pt R?r RtEPt mi Ef «)Ti*ii hsi I 

(iii) % fiERTT TIREt EkIRH fcfft '^' 3TT^ Rvfft T3T? ^ 3Tt tift *ft I 

(iv) Wn ^ ■inEa'Whflt '5^ "SUET % Ef Tt 1991 "^f 300 fft. m RlEt^ Rll ■’EAeF^ '^1^ TT% liTTTI 

fJ^etiiR "RRtft ftlfl TSRR tEtTI 850 pto ZTRlt RT^^TR HiM E'ti TITI Rm T HTOT R1EI % STPjf^ RRlfsE SRI 

3iTft rttE rE 'Srr'^ Tri ti sfE Rif^^iTO^ % RsTi Rit ^5^ ^f>m w % i 

13 . ^ ftrarr 

4. ^SEirfe RifriiRl 5JR 3niEm afiinEi % 22 ■^’ arfvRn -ctri Tnt;— 

(Ri) RRC ^ «tPiiiit rE Rrai ■^’Tin RR neii Rim TRKF 3?li: ign ^ TiRt; 

(i5f) ■M i fatti i Ri Ti i % RFffR sn^ t 'Ji«iEh amEf % RFJm:■^‘ t; 

(n) RTf'tf'SHSfiTri RIT wiEt RS tit t; 

(N) ^ 'gR% EE^ lER ^ T^ 1^ TIT t EnR^ RRT ^3E t; 

(■ff) •aTElff'I^'R^'^^TtRfEEff ^ ■ ■ 

(’E) r^'toEt-jF Era w«iEto 3^^ 

• 3 ^ sErWEREF^ 

5. 'T^fn T Ere rari % ■Ein^ ■Peftei^ f 1%'. 

(T) ■Rrat'^%3T*iraT?i'^lTlfE'f^TI Ril TUMI'S T RraTR!^ fi^ln ■fTEITIT'^ filUtl HE-i 

(15 ) ■rI^'TOET Ril 81^’^ t; 

(R) RRIK 3TF1Tlfr % RTW 8rf^'5^ %1 

6 . 3tTffeWRtETftT^% Simrasi '^EEIiERI1^IE*^H 3lft4p14(4 % 

TRfH li, 3904.61 % SEEh 311^ ^€|lER^ % SIEimf T fTTnTWTFEfE^^ EElT^ ■?fiV ftEPlft^ 3 ^ 11 

Tift Eto T1 ftftra 3 ■^' "'jftCrTftlfl TRlftl #ft I 



RERTF/lTlft Ril HR 

RHilftl 

1 

2 ' ' 

3(tee;) 


ftl3;REfftETftH, RRl Rft SRR ^TEER/lTlftRr 

5200 


7. WTt^^'ftft ®EElft 3lftlfTEI, 1975 RTO 3, 3Ri, S'^, 9 ERT 9T^ SREft EE1E3. 

^ siftiftn i962 %3nrft ■REji^j^^^raR'TTftRffftftEfTnEiES^^^ 

8. TRERn^RR TIlftlEiRt ft4E6 9 1999 % URftTFT fftRftf Rit "jift Rvft ^ I 

9. TE3IT^%ft?^R^3Eft^, TiftRt 3lfqf^ % ai^RR rER^ -REImI'I SlftrmT 

% TTHI '^lER "3^ I _ 


Tft ftm f¥^T TfiWfn^ 



['mTTi—I] 


^TRcT ^ TTSFTIT ; 


MINISTRY OF COMMERCE 
NOTIFICATION 
New Delhi, the I3lh Ocinber, 1990 
FINAL FINDINGS 


Subject: Anti-Dumping investigations concerning import of PTFE from Russia. 


21/i/98'DGAD.~ Having regard to the Customs Tariff Act, 1975, as amended in 1995 and the 
Customs Tariff (Identification, Assessment and Collection of Anti-Dumping Duty on Dumped 
Articles and for Determination of Injury) Rules, 1995 thereof; 


A. PROCEDURE 

1. The procedure described below has beep followed subsequent to the preliminary findings 

(a) The Designated Authority (hereinafter also referred to as the Authority) notified Preliminary 
Findings vide notification dated 9/6/99 with regard to anti-dumping investigations concerning 
import of PTFE from Russia and requested the interested parties to make their views known in 
writing within forty days from the date of its publication; 

(b) The Authority forwarded a copy of the preliminary findings to the known interested parties, 
who were requested to furnish their views , if any, on the said findings within forty days from 
the date of the letter; 

(c) The Authority also forwarded a copy of the preliminary findings to the Trade Representation 
of the Russian Federation in New-Delhi with a request that the exporters and other interested 
parties may be advised to fiimish their views on the said findings, 

(d) The Authority provided an opportunity to all interested parties to present their views orally on 
28/7/99. All parties presenting views orally were requested to file written submissions of the 
views expressed orally. The parties were advised to collect copies of the views expressed by 
the opposing parties and offer rejoinders, if any. The petitioner and representatives of M/s 
Garg Associates were present at the oral hearing; 

(e) The Authority made available the public file to an interested parties contaimng non- 
confidential version of all evidence submitted and arguments made by various interested 
parties; 
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(f) M/s SPM International, who introduced themselves as an interested party after the 
announcement of the preliminary findings, raised certain arguments. 

(g) The arguments raised by the petitioners and other interested parties have been appropriately 
dealt with in the preliminary findings and/or these findings; 

(h) In accordance with Rule 16 supra, the essential facts/basis considered for these findings were 
disclosed to known interested parties and comments received on the same, have been duly 
considered in these findings; 

(i) *** in this notification represents information fiimished by an interested party on confidential 
basis and so considered by the Authority under the Rules. 


B. PRODUCT UNDER CONSIDERATION 

2. The product under consideration in the present investigation is Poly te^ fluoro ethylene 
(PTFE) in suspension and emulsion grades. PTFE is an engineering thermoplastid with outstanding 
properties such as chemical inertness, low co-efficient of fiiaion, heat resistance, excellent 
electrical insulation properties, non-toxic, non-inflammable and weathering resistance. Due to 
these characteristics PTFE finds many applications in chemical, mechanical, electrical and 
electronics industries. 

PTFE is classified under Chapter 39 of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975, under tariff classification 
H.S. Code No. 3904.61. The classification is however indicative only and in no way binding upon 
the scope of the present investigations, 


C LIKE ARTICLES 
A. Arguments by importers:- 

1. Anti-dumping duty provides protection to an inefficient and only domestic manufacturer 
who has a long history of poor quality and neglect of customer needs. Efforts have b^ m^e by 
the user industry to make the petitioner improve the quality of the product being investigated. 
However the petitioner was not able to devote much attention to this aspect. The petitioner s claim 
is that they were unable to invest amounts in R&D due to unfair competition from cheap imports 
from Russia. However, even when they enjoyed protection behind high tariff walls, there was no 
serious R&D effort. 





[■Rni—] WTT ^ 7T3m^ : i) 

2. The ultimate users of user industry products, which are defence undertakings, DRDO labs, 
aero-space organisations and many other Govemment/semi-govemment/private units, would have 
to pay higher prices for them. As it is, most Indian products are out-priced in the international 
arena due to high cost of manufacturing and scant attention to quality. 

3. If injury to only one domestic industry were sought to be removed, all SSI manufacturers 
of PTFE in the country would be ruined. M/s Automat Industries, Ahmedabad, had complained of 
the poor quality of PTFE supplied by the petitioner, which was not usable. 


B. Arguments by petitioner:- 

1. PTFE is produced and sold in different grades. There is however no significant difference 
in terms of process, equipment and technology for the production of different grades of PTFE 
which is manufactured via the same chemical route the world over. Therefore PTFE manufactured 
by the domestic industry and in Russia are alike in their essential physical and technical 
characteristics. 

2. The contention of M/s Garg Associates is unfounded with respect to the quality of PTFE 
produced by HFL since the domestic Wire and Cable manufacturers have accepted HFL material 
against international competition for the last several years. The quantity of PTFE purchased from 
HFL for application identical to M/s Garg Associates are as under:- 


HFL PTFE SALES 

1996-97 

1997-98 

1998-99 


MT 

MT 

MT 

Wire and Cable 

28 

15 

13 

General 

22 

38 

38 

Total Sales 

50 

53 

51 

Total Demand 

75 

85 

85 


3. 15 MT of PTFE (HFL) sales have been made during the period September’97 to March’98 
to customers having needs of identical products as manufactured by M/s Garg Associates. Such 
buyers include RJ Industrial Corporation, Ghaziabad Flopal, Tonk & Associates, Meerut PTFE 
Products, Trestar Electronics, T&F Insulation (P) Ltd., United Engineering and Jain Polymers. 

4. PTFE demand in 1990 was only 400 MT while PTFE demand in India in 1999 is 
800 MT. This has been due to unstinted efforts by HFL’s Application Development Group for the 
growth of PTFE in India. Importers have only enjoyed the fruits of HFL’s labour. Hence, the 
contention that the company has not invested in R&D is totally an immature statement. 
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5. All customers of PTFE who are manufacturing items similar to those of M/s Garg 
Associates have been using HFL material for the past several years which only goes to prove that 
the quality of the material is acceptable even in comparison to international supplies. The 
international market has accepted HFL PTFE grade used by M/s Garg Associates. 

C. Authority’s position 

1. As stated in para 7 of the Preliminary Findings, PTFE is produced and sold in different 
grades. There is however no significant difference in terms of process, equipment or technology 
for the production of different grades of PTFE which is manufactured via the same chemical route 
the world over. For obtaining different grades of PTFE, different kinds of finishing operations are 
employed which are mostly in batches. Therefore, PTFE manufactured by the domestic industry 
and in the country subject to this investigation are alike in their essential physical and technical 
characteristics. 

In order to establish that PTFE produced by the domestic industry is a like article to that exported 
from Russia, characteristics such as technical specifications, manufacturing process, functions and 
uses and tariff classification have been considered. Some interested parties have stressed on -the 
quality differences between the imported PTFE and that manufactured by the petitioner. However, 
the basic manufacturing process, applications and overall use of the product are similar. There is a 
high degree of interchangeability and consequently of competition between the imported product 
and that manufactured by the petitioner being the subject matter of this investigation. 

There is no argument disputing that PTFE produced by the domestic industry in various grades has 
characteristics closely resembling the imported material and is substitutable by PTFE imported 
from the subject country both commercially and technically. PTFE produced by the domestic 
industry has been treated as like article to the product exported from Russia, within the meaning of 
Rule 2(d). 

The Authority confirms the preliminary findings on Like Article. 


D DOMESTIC INDUSTRY;- 


3.The petition has been filed by M/s. Hindustan Fluorocarbons Ltd,, Hyderabad, who is the only 
manufacturer of this product in India The Ministry of Chemicals and Fertilisers has also 
confirmed the single-producer status of the petitioner, The petitioner therefore constitutes domestic 
industry and has the required standing to file the present petition under the Rules. 


E. DUMPING:- 

A. Arguments by Exporters/Importers:- 





[ WT I—Tlftre; | ] 
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1. The HFL representation requesting an incxease in the anti-dumping duty to Rs 34/kg is 
sincerely opposed. If the petitioners wish to remain in business, they need to work hard to reduce 
the costs by at least 50%. 

2. The period of investigation was April ’97 to June 1998 (15 months). There has been 
considerable change in the conditions prevailing since. The rupee has devalued about 10% against 
the US dollar (Rs 39.42 to Rs 43.50), and import duty has gone up from 35% to 38.5%, not 
including SADD, This has already worked to the benefit of the petitioner and they deserve no 
further relief 

3. Convena invoice showing Russian PTFE at USD 6/kg given by the petitioner shows 
incomplete transaction, This invoice was not carried to its logical conclusion, i.e, the buyer did not 
clear the consignment after filing the Bill of Entry at the Customs port. A copy of the letter from 
M/s Tonk & Associates (P) Ltd has been enclosed stating that the transaction did not mature at all 
against the sub-invoice, 

4. A copy of offer from Priborlab, Russia to the respondent’s German contact for PTEE F-4 DE 
is enclosed vrith the rejoinder. At DM 16.5 kg, it works out to USD 8.97 at the current exchange 
rate of DM 1.84=1 USD. This goes to show that USD 9/kg is roughly the current international price 
for Russian PTFE grades usable for wires and cables. If anti-dumping duty of Rs 34/kg is to be 
added as suggested by the petitioner, the indigenous manufacturers of PIWC are going to be out- 
priced in the international market considering that Indian import duty is higher than in Germany 
and the shipping costs to India are also more. 

5. SPM International and Sumitomo Corporation, Japan represent Kirovo, stated to be the 
larger of the two PTFE manufacturers in Russia. They have expressed interest in the investigations 
at this stage vide their letter dated 3'^ August, 1999, to the Designated Authority. The address of 
their manufacturer is 

Kirov-Chepetsky Khimitchesky Kombinat, 

613020 Kirov-Chepetsk, 

Kirovskaya obi per Pozamy, 7. 

6. It is rtated in the above-referred letter that both Kirovo and Halogen use the same grade 
numbers for their PTFE i.e., F-4 PN. Their sale price is USD 7.80/kg Cif Sea, The total annual 
requirement in India is about 800 MT out of which HFL produces about 400 MT. Russian imports 
is stated to be a maximum of 100 MT and the balance is sourced from other countries. 

7. The investigation is against Halogen for dumping so why should Kirovo be penalised for 
this while their price is much higher. The sale of about 100 Mt, one fourth of HFL production, 
against requirement of over 800 MT should not be viewed as dumping. 
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8. If there is more than one manufacturer in Russia mid the Authority is examining the case of one 
manufacturer only, it would not be fair to give a decision against entire Russian exports. 


B. Arguments by petitionen- 

1. The anti-dumping iraount of Rs 2990/MT is far too inadequate compared to the difference in the 
normal value and the export price^leave alone the difference between the domestic manufacturer’s 
cost of production and the landed price of the material being dumped from Russia. 

2. The domestic cost of production (i.e., suspension grade equivalent to F4) is Rs 725/lcg and the 
landed price of the dumped material is anywhere between 375/kg to Rs 487/kg. The landed 
Russian material price is inclusive of customs duty while Rs 725/kg is the petitioner’s cost of 
production and not price. 

3. Because of the unreasonable landed price as shown in the conunercial invoices, HFL has been 
under pressure to match these prices incurring heavy losses. Operations have been sustained only 
in the national interest. 

4. The offer of Russian material at USD 6/kg to Indian customers is enough to bring down the price 
in India. The fact remains that the imports from Russia into India is at less than the variable cost of 
even other international suppliers which is a great threat for the survival of the petitioner. 

5. The offer of Priborlab, Russia to Germany may be USD 9/kg which cannot be a proof for 
international pricing. The petitioner has appealed to the Authority in this regard. Russia has offers 
material to India, which is in the range of USD 6/kg-6.75/kg. The quotations received by the 
Indian processors from Russian manufacturers have been submitted by the petitioner. 

6. To help the petitioner survive and provide a fair level playing field to a domestic manufacturer 
the petitioner requests that the present situation be corrected by increase of anti-dumping duty to 
Rs 34/kg in the national interest. 


C. Authority’s Position:- 

1. As stated in para 11 of the preliminary findings, it is observed that the various grades of 
PTFE do not display any significant difference in terms of costs and are in the same range. Since the 
granular grade involves drying and energy required for drying, the cost of this additional energy is 
more or less equal to the additional additives cost for the aqueous solution emulsion grades. The 
Authority has therefore, grouped all grades (described as product under consideration) for these 
investigations. 

2. The offer from Proborlab, Russia, to Germany is a single instance that has been cited. The 
evidence does not establish the trend in international prices. 
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3.It is observed that Kirovo-Chepetsky has not directly or indirectly expressed either interest or 
willingness to participate or cooperate in these investigations although it is stated that they are the 
larger of the two manufacturers in Russia. Their buyers in India have offered some arguments and 
made certain claims at this stage of the investigations when only comments were invited by the 
Authority from interested parties. Art. 6.10.2 of the WTO Agreement states that,” In cases 
where the authorities have limited their examination... .they shall nevertheless determine an 
individual margin of dumping for any exporter or producer not initially selected who submits the 
necessary information in time for that information to be considered during the course of the 
investigation...” The petition filed by the domestic industry had given the name of only Halogen 
Joint Stock Company as a manufacturer/exporter in Russia. The Embassy of the subject country 
was requested to advise this exporter/produccr as also other exporters/producers in Russia having 
interest in the export of the subject goods to India, to furnish information in the form and manner 
prescribed in the questionnaire forwarded by the Authority in the post-initiation stage of these 
investigations. In the absence of any response in the required manner to the Initiation Notification 
from any other manufacturer other than the said manufacturer cited in the petition, the Authority 
was constrained to limit its investigations to M/s JSC Halogen. The Authority also observes that 
although certain arguments have been offered by M/s S.P.M. International in response to the 
preliminary findings, these arguments are belated and are not in the form of a formal response to 
the questionnaire. Hence they are imacceptable at this penultimate stage of these investigations. 


4. The average cif price of F-4PN manufactured by Kirovo and supplied to M/s SPM International 
is seen to be USD 8/kg (as evident from the copies of invoices that have been submitted by M/s 
SPM International). This is below the constructed cost of PTFE in Russia as determined by the 
Authority and is also below the cif export price determined from DGCIS data. The argument made 
by importers that Kirovo’s price is higher, is therefore, incorrect. 


5. Regarding the quantum of imports, Para 16 of the Preliminary Finding noted that the total 
imports of PTFE were 3,34,920 KG, 3.44,184 KG, and 4,75,528 KG during 1995-96. 1996-97 and 
1997-98 (till June, 1998).Thus the increase was 2.76% in 1996-97 over 1995-96 and 38% in 1997- 
98 (till June, 1998) over 1996-97. The increase was 41.9% in 1997-98 over 1995-96. Thus the 
quantum of imports have gone up significantly during the period of investigation. 

The quantum of imports from Russia was 24,130 KG, 7,000 Kg and 40,665 KG during 1995-96, 
1996-97 and 1997-98 (till June, 1998). The quantum of imports have gone up by 68% in 1997-98 
over 1995-96 and by 480% in 1997-98 over 1996-97. There was however a decline in imports in 
1996-97 over that of 1995-96. 

The quantum of imports from other countries was 3,10,790 KG, 3,37,184KG and 4,34,863 KG 
during 1995-96, 1996-97 and 1997-98 (till June, 1998) respectively. The share of Russia in total 
imports was 7.76%, 2.07% and 9.35% in 1995-96, 1996-97 and 1997-98, respectively. Russian 
share in imports has therefore been on the rise. 
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6. It is observed that the demand for PTFE was 746 MT, 705 MT and 797 MT in 95-96, 96-97 
and 97-98 respectively. The share of imports in total demand was 44.7%, 48and 59.5% in 95-96, 
96-97 and 97-98 respectively. The share of the petitioner was 55.2%, 51.2% and 40% in 95-96, 96- 
97 and 97-98 respectively. Thus the share of imports have been rising in total demand whereas the 
share of Indian industry has been declining. The quantum of sales made by the petitioner declined 
from 412 Mt in 1995-96, to 361 Mt in 1996-97 to 321.88 during the period of investigation 
(April’97 to June’98). 

7. As stated in para 12 of the Preliminary Findings, the Authority observes that the exporter 
from Russia has not responded to the questionnaire in the prescribed format and has not furnished 
information relating to normal value, export price, Mid dumping margin. In a letter to the Authority 
received beyond the specified time-limit, they have raised some general issues and termed the 
petitioners views on normal value in Russia as groundless and incorrect. It is observed by the 
Authority that they have not attempted to substantiate their own arguments by responding to the 
questionnaire. Instead, they have expressed their unwillingness to participate in this investigation. 
The Authority therefore considers the exporter to be non-cooperative and has proceeded on best 
available information. 

8. The petitioner has claimed the constructed cost of production in Russia based on data 
collection and interaction with industries in the US and other international manufacturers. While 
the exporter has contested this data, stating that it is only an approximation, they have not given 
any evidence of their normal value. In the circumstances the Authority has been constrained to 
determine the constructed cost based on the available information. 

9. The export price has been determined on the basis of data published by DGCIS, after 
adjustments on account of local transportation, ocean freight and customs expenses. The dumping 
margin arrived at in the Preliminary Findings is based on the normal value and export price as 
stated in the, said findings. This dumping margin is confirmed in these findings. 


D. INJURY AND CAUSAL LB«C:- 
A. Petitioners submissions:- 

i) HFL started commercial production in 1988 when the demand of PTFE was only 150 MT 
as against a plant capacity of 500 TP A. HFL has invested considerably to increase application 
usage of PTFE in India. While these efforts were showng results, dumping of Russian material in 
the country during the last three years adversely affected the performance of HFL. 
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ii) There has been drastic increase in imports of PTFE. HFL has been losing its market share at 
a fast pace and has been compelled to sell its material comparable to landed price of imported 
resin. By offering competitive prices, HFL has had to sell its resin at considerable loss. 

iii) The capacity utilization of HFL has been dropping on account of drop in sales. 

iv) It is to the credit of the petitioner that a PTFE market of 300MT/annum in 1991 has been 

enlarged by their marketing and application development efforts to the present market demand of 
SOOMT.This has been the main reason for suppliers outside India to supply their material on Indian 
soil and take away the market from the petitioner. 


B. Authority’s Position:- 

4, As observed by the Authority in Para 22 under heading I of the Preliminary Fmdings'.- 

(a) the quantum of imports from the subjt^ country has increased in absolute terms and in relation 

to production and consumption in India; ^ 

(b) the^market share of the petitioner has gone down while that of imports has increased, 

I'c'l the caoacitv utilisation of the petitioner has gone down, i*- • i 

(d) the prtitioner has been forced to seU at prices below its fair selling price resulting in losses, 

(e) imports are undercutting the prices of the domestic industry, 

(f) the domestic industry is left with substantial closing stocks. 


E. FINAL FINDINGS 

5. The Authority after considering the foregoing, concludes that. 

(a) PTFE originating in or exported from Russia has been exported to India below normal value, 
resulting in dumping; 

(b) the domestic industry has suffered injury; 

(c) injury has been caused by imports from the subject country. 


6 The Authority recommends imposition of definitive Anti-dumping duty on ali imports of PTTC 
falUng uS°2toms sub-heading no 3904.61. of the Customs Tanff Act as ^der^e 

para felating to product under consideratior originating in or exported from Russia. Th 
dumping duty shall be the amount mentioned m col. 3 per MT. 
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Country 

Name of the producer/exporter 

Amount 

1, 

2. 

3.(Rs,) 

Russia 

JSC Halogen, Kirov-Chepetsky &. 
all other producers/exporters 

5200 


7. Landed value of imports for the purpose shall be the assessable value as determined by 
Customs under the Customs Act, 1962 and all duties of customs except duties levied under 
Sections 3. 3A, 8B, 9 and 9A of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975. 

8. Subject to the above, the Authority confirms the preliminary findings dated 9*^ June, 1999. 

9. An appeal against this order shall lie before the Customs, Excise and Gold (Control) 
Appellate Tribunal in accordance with the Act, supra. 


RATHl VINAY JHA. De.signated Authority 
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